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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 8/22/2005, the applicant has submitted an 
amendment, filed 12/5/2005, amending claims 1, 7, 12, 16, 28-29, 34, and 45, while arguing to 
traverse the art rejection based on the limitation regarding automatically carrying out an action 
associated with a tag (Amendment, Pages 12-14). Applicant's arguments have been fully 
considered, however the previous rejection is maintained due to the reasons listed below in the 
response to arguments. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the 
following reasons: 

The applicant argues that claims 14-15, 27, and 43 are in proper dependent form, further 
stating that they are of a "Beauregard claim" type (Amendment, Page 10). In response, the 
examiner notes that while claims 14-15 may be of a proper dependency with respect to a 
computer readable medium containing a program for implementing a method of an independent 
claim, claims 14-15 would still fail the infringement test due to the exclusion of essential steps of 
the claims upon which they depend (steps b and a, c, and d, respectively). Thus, the improper 
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dependent claim objection has been maintained for claims 14-15, while the improper claim 
objection for claims 27 and 43 has been withdrawn. 

The objection to claim 13 as being of improper dependent form was erroneous and has 
been withdrawn. 

With respect to Claim 1, the applicant argues that Allen et al (U.S. Patent: 6,026,410) 
fails to teach automatically carrying out an action in response to an identified tag (Amendment, 
Pages 12-14), In response, the examiner notes that Allen teaches a means for performing 
parsing on a natural language text to form tokens (Col 5, Line 57- Col 6, Line 11) (step a), 
providing a plurality of keyword identifiers and triggers having associated linking actions (links 
to contacts, calendar events, projects, etc.) stored in a keyword definition table (Fig. 12, 
Elements 852 and 854) (step b), comparing keywords in an input text to the keyword identifiers 
for link generation (finding related contact information, calendar events, projects, etc, Col 7, 
Lines 1-32; matching operation, Col 12, Line 46- Col 13, Line 64) (step c), and automatically 
creating and opening a link associated with an item in a keyword definition table, wherein the 
keynote can distinctively display the link itself (automatically setting links in response to keynote 
processing and changing font, color, etc. of a keyword within a keynote document, Col. 7, Lines 
1-44) (step d). Thus, as a result of the comparison of a keyword within a keynote document to a 
keyword definition item, an action associated with the keyword definition (associated link 
generation) is carried out automatically (Col 7, Lines 1-8). Also, as is required by the currently 
amended claims, Allen discloses that the action (link generation) exhibits a behavior in the 
document by distinctively displaying the link within a keynote (Col. 7, Lines 22-32). Thus, for 
at least the above reasons, Allen anticipates the invention presently claimed in claim 1 . 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., spreadsheet 
related processing and what is specifically meant by the claims "actions", Amendment, Page 13) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In regards to the applicants arguments directed towards claims 16 and 28 (Amendment, 
Page 16), see the above response to the claim 1 arguments. 

With respect to Claim 39, the applicant argues that Allen and Ho et al (U.S. Patent: 
5,836,771) fail to teach storing tags and actions at a site centrally accessible by a plurality of 
users (Amendment, Page 17). In response, the examiner notes that it is the combination of Allen 
and Ho that teaches the aforementioned limitation. As noted above, Allen teaches a keyword 
definition dictionary table featuring keywords and associated links (catalog), while Ho teaches 
the concept of storing dictionary/table data at a network server (Col 9, Lines 24-31) for the 
benefit of conserving memory at a client computer by utilizing client/server communications 
(Col. 4, Lines 14-28). Thus, for at least the above reasons, claim 39 remains rejected. Also, 
applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1. 1 1 1(b) because they amount to a general 
allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the 
language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

With respect to Claim 44, the applicant argues that Goldberg et al (U.S. Patent: 
6,598,046) fails to teach the claimed "actions" (Amendment, Page 18). In response, the 
examiner notes that Goldberg does, in fact, disclose an action in the form of retrieving and 
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displaying documents related to specific data tags (Col 8, Line 22- Col 10, Line 55). Thus, 
since Goldberg teaches an action in the form of displaying documents related to specific data 
tags and the claimed "action" has not been specifically defined in the claim language, claim 44 
remains rejected. 

The dependent claims are argued as further limiting rejected independent claims 
(Amendment, Page 15), and thus, also remain rejected. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 14-15 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

The infringement test for determining a proper dependent claim as per the MPEP 608.01 
(n), Section III, states that a such a claim cannot conceivably be infringed by anything that would 
not also infringe the claim it references. In this case, the computer memory medium of claims 
14-15 would not infringe the method steps of Claim 1 since the memory mediums of claims 14 
and 1 5 exclude essential steps of the claim upon which they depend (steps b and a, c, and d, 
respectively). 

Thus, Claims 14-15 are improper dependent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1-2, 5-7, and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Allen et al (U.S. Patent: 6,026,410). 

With respect to Claim 1, Allen discloses: 

Parsing a text entry made by a user in the document to identify at least one linguistic 
component of the text entry (performing parsing on a natural language input text to identify 
keywords, Col 5, Line 57- Col 6, Line 11); 

Providing a plurality of tags, each of the plurality of tags having an action associated with 
it (trigger and keyword identifiers, Col 12, Lines 13-45; Fig. 12) ; 

Comparing the at least one linguistic component to the plurality of tags to determine at 
least one tag that corresponds to each linguistic component (matching operation, Col 12, Line 
46- Col. 13, Line 64). 

Automatically carrying out the action associated with the at least one tag, wherein the 
action exhibits at least one behavior in the document (automatically setting links in response to 
keynote processing and changing font, color, etc. of a keyword within a keynote document, Col 
7, Lines 1-44; Fig. 4A-B, 5-7). 
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With respect to Claim 2, Allen teaches multiple identified keywords within a keynote 
and displayed links corresponding to the keywords for user selection (Col. 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 
V. 

With respect to Claim 5, Allen further discloses: 

Specifying each of the plurality of tags as linguistic annotations (keyword identifier), and 
synonyms thereof (types of lists, projects, and contacts representing the keyword identifier) (Fig. 
12; Col 12, Lines 13-45); 

Defining the actions associated with each of the plurality of linguistic annotations 
(definition link, Fig. 12, Element 852; Fig. 7); 

Creating a tag catalog that includes the linguistic annotations, synonyms, and actions for 
the plurality of tags in a semantic modeling format (object dictionary, Fig, 12; Col 12, Lines 5- 
45). 

With respect to Claim 6, Allen further discloses a keynote region of a user interface 
(Fig. 4A, Element 220; Fig. 6, Element 220; Col 7, Line 45- Col 8, Line 21) associated with the 
set of tags from the object dictionary as applied to Claim 5. 

With respect to Claim 7, Allen further recites inputting links for identified tags into 
shadow region and drop down list portions of a user interface (Col 7, Line 45- Col 8, Line 50; 
Fig. 4B, Elements 230 and 260). 

With respect to Claims 13-15, Allen discloses method implementation as a program 
stored on a computer readable medium (Col 4, Line 60- Col 5, Line 7). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen 
et al in view of Goldberg et al (U.S. Patent: 6,598,046). 

With respect to Claim 3, Allen teaches the text parsing and tag identification method as 
applied to Claim 1 . Allen does not specifically teach determining a user dependent context as a 
function of a current user of an application and enabling specific tags to be accessed by that user, 
however Goldberg discloses document tags that are only accessible based on a user role (Col 4, 
Line 56- Col 5, Line 38). 

Allen and Goldberg are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
language processing for document retrieval. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with the user 
specific document tags as taught by Goldberg in order to implement a means for document 
retrieval that aligns more closely with the needs an strategies of an individual user (Goldberg, 
Col 2, Lines 31-43). 

With respect to Claim 4, Goldberg further discloses document tag access based upon a 
particular scenario (Col 6, Lines 25-52). 
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With respect to Claim 10, Goldberg teaches document tag access as applied to Claim 3, 
wherein each document has an associated set of tags. 

8. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen et al in 
view of Budzinski et al (U.S. Patent: 5, 715,468). 

With respect to Claim 8, Allen teaches the text parsing and tag identification method that 
utilizes an object dictionary as applied to Claims 1 and 5. Allen does not specifically suggest a 
parsing operation that produces a normalized tree of the text entry, however, Budzinski discloses 
a natural language parsing method that creates a parse tree of an input text for dictionary 
comparison (Col. 4, Line 60- Col. 5, Line 22; and Col. 33, Lines 17-51), 

Allen and Budzinski are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with the 
parsing method taught by Budzinski in order to implement improved natural language processing 
by further analyzing the role of a word within an input text through the use of a parsing tree 
(Budzinski, Col 20, Lines 12-17). 

With respect to Claim 9, Allen further discloses presenting multiple tags to a user for 
selection (Col 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 7). 

9. Claims 11-12, 39-41, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Allen et al in view of Ho et al (U.S. Patent: 5,836, 771). 
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With respect to Claims 11 and 12, Allen teaches the text parsing and tag identification 
method that utilizes an object dictionary as applied to Claims 1 and 5. Allen does not 
specifically teach dictionary processing at a server, however Ho teaches dictionary processing 
that takes place at a server (Col. 9, Lines 24-31). 

Allen and Ho are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with the use of 
a server having a dictionary as taught by Ho in order to conserver memory at a client computer 
by utilizing client/server communications (Ho, Col 4 t Lines 14-28). 

With respect to Claim 39, Allen discloses: 

Creating a dictionary that includes linguistic constructs and other metadata relating to 
natural text that can be entered by a user to activate tags from within the document (data types, 
Figs. 7 and 12; entering data into a dictionary, Col 12, Lines 21-24; and object descriptions, 
Col 23, Lines 16-35; Fig. 17); 

In respect to a template from which the document is produced, associating an action with 
each tag that can thus be activated (Col 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 12; Col 12, Lines 5-45); 

Storing the tags and actions associated with the tags (Col. 12, Lines 5-45; Fig. 12); 

Enabling users to produce a document based upon the template, using a productivity 
software application (Col 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 7); and 

Providing the dictionary, tags, and actions associated with the tags in respect to the 
template to a user who is working on the document in the productivity software application, to 
enable the text entered by the user to be recognized as corresponding to one of the tags, so that 
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the actions associated with one of the tags is carried out in the document {object dictionary, Fig. 
12; Col 12, Lines 5-45; displaying a link and opening a selected object, Col 7, Lines 16-44; 
Fig.4A-B, 5-7; Fig 7). 

Allen does not specifically teach dictionary processing at a server, however Ho teaches 
dictionary processing that takes place at a server (Col 9, Lines 24-31). 

Allen and Ho are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with the use of 
a server having a dictionary as taught by Ho in order to conserver memory at a client computer 
by utilizing client/server communications (Ho, Col 4, Lines 14-28). 

With respect to Claim 40, Allen teaches multiple identified keywords within a keynote 
and displayed links corresponding to the keywords for user selection (Col 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 
7) and the use of a keyword dictionary (Fig. 12). 

Claim 41 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 43, Allen discloses method implementation as a program stored on 
a computer readable medium (Col 4, Line 60- Col 5, Line 7). 

10. Claims 16-18, 20-21, 23-24, 27-30, 32-33, and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen et al in view of Kanaegami et al (U.S. Patent: 
5,297,039). 

With respect to Claim 16, Allen discloses: 
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Parsing a text entry made by a user in the document to identify any key words and key 
phrases included therein (performing parsing on a natural language input text to identify 
keywords, Col 5, Line 57- Col 6, Line 11); 

Comparing key words and key phrases to words and phrases included in a predefined 
dictionary (matching operation, Col 12, Line 13- Col 13, Line 64); 

Returning instances for any corresponding match and automatically causing an action 
associated with the instance to be implemented in the document (automatically setting links in 
response to keynote processing and changing font, color, etc. of a keyword within a keynote 
document, Col 7, Lines 1-44; Fig. 4A-B, 5-7). 

Allen does not specifically suggest identifying synonyms of an input text, however, 
Kanaegami discloses a method for identifying synonyms of input text (Col 15, Line 55- Col 16, 
Line 24; Col 26, Lines 11-37). 

Allen and Kanaegami are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in document retrieval applications utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with 
the synonym searching means as taught by Kanaegami in order to ensure no relative terms are 
overlooked when performing a dictionary matching (Kanaegami, Col 1, Lines 48-53). 

Claim 17 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 18, Allen teaches the entry of a link in a document that is related 
to a user input (Col. 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 7). 
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With respect to Claim 20, Allen teaches different links associated with various 
documents accessible via entered key words and phrases (Figs. 7 and 12). 

With respect to Claim 21, Allen teaches deriving links in a document from a keyword 
dictionary (Figs. 7 and 12; Col 7, Lines 16-44, Col. 12, Lines 13-45). 

With respect to Claim 23, Allen teaches multiple identified keywords within a keynote 
and displayed links corresponding to the keywords for user selection (Col 7, Lines 16-44; Fig. 
7). 

With respect to Claim 24, Allen discloses: 

Enabling the user to add additional words and phrases associated with specific instances 
to the dictionary to create a user lexicon (Col 12, Lines 21-24). 

With respect to Claim 27, Allen further discloses method implementation as a program 
stored on a computer readable medium (Col 4, Line 60- Col 5, Line 7). 

With respect to Claim 28, Allen discloses: 

A user input device enabling text to be input by a user (Fig. 1, Element 122) ; 

A display on which the document is displayed (Fig. 1, Element 121); 

A memory in which a plurality of machine instructions are stored (Fig. 1, Element 104); 

and 

A processing device coupled to the user input device, the memory, and the display (Fig. 
1, Element 102), said processing device executing the machine instructions to carry out a 
plurality of functions, including: 
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Parsing a text entry made by a user in the document to identify any key words and key 
phrases included therein (performing parsing on a natural language input text to identify 
keywords, Col. 5, Line 57- Col. 6, Line 11); 

Comparing key words and key phrases to words and phrases included in a predefined 
dictionary (matching operation, Col. 12, Line 13- Col. 13, Line 64); 

Returning instances for any corresponding match and automatically causing an action 
associated with the instance to be implemented in the document (automatically setting links in 
response to keynote processing and changing font, color, etc. of a keyword within a keynote 
document, Col. 7, Lines 1-44; Fig. 4A-B, 5-7). 

Allen does not specifically suggest identifying synonyms of an input text, however, 
Kanaegami discloses a means for identifying synonyms of input text (Col. 15, Line 55- Col. 16, 
Line 24; Col 26, Lines 11-37). 

Allen and Kanaegami are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in document retrieval applications utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen with 
the synonym searching means as taught by Kanaegami in order to ensure no relative terms are 
overlooked when performing a dictionary matching (Kanaegami, Col. 1, Lines 48-53). 

Claim 29 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 30 contains subject matter similar to Claim 18, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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Claim 32 contains subject matter similar to Claim 20, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 33 contains subject matter similar to Claim 21, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 35 contains subject matter similar to Claim 23, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 36 contains subject matter similar to Claim 24, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

1 1. Claims 19 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen 
et al in view of Kanaegami et al, and further in view of Goldberg et al. 

With respect to Claims 19 and 31, Allen in view of Kanaegami teaches the text parsing 
and tag identification method and system as applied to Claims 16 and 28. Allen in view of 
Kanaegami does not specifically teach determining a user dependent context as a function of a 
current user of an application and enabling specific tags to be accessed by that user, however 
Goldberg discloses document tags that are only accessible based on a user role (Col 4 t Line 56- 
Col. 5, Line 38). 

Allen, Kanaegami, and Goldberg are analogous art because they are from a similar field 
of endeavor in language processing for document retrieval. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen in 
view of Kanaegami with the user specific document tags as taught by Goldberg in order to 
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implement a means for document retrieval that aligns more closely with the needs an strategies 
of an individual user (Goldberg, Col 2, Lines 31-43). 

12. Claims 22, 25, 34, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Allen et al in view of Kanaegami et al, and further in view of Budzinski et al. 

With respect to Claims 22 and 34, Budzinski discloses parsing trees as applied to Claim 
8, having grammatical rules (Col. 33, Lines 17-51). 

Allen, Kanaegami, and Budzinski are analogous art because they are from a similar field 
of endeavor in language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen in 
view of Kanaegami with the parsing method taught by Budzinski in order to implement 
improved natural language processing by further analyzing the role of a word within an input 
text through the use of a parsing tree (Budzinski, Col 20, Lines 12-17). 

With respect to Claims 25 and 37, Allen in view of Kanaegami teaches the text parsing 
and tag identification method that utilizes an object dictionary as applied to Claims 5, 16, and 28. 
Allen in view of Kanaegami does not specifically suggest a parsing operation that produces a 
normalized tree of the text entry, however, Budzinski discloses a natural language parsing 
method that creates a parse tree of an input text for dictionary comparison (Col 4, Line 60- Col 
5, Line 22; and Col 33, Lines 17-51). 

Allen, Kanaegami, and Budzinski are analogous art because they are from a similar field 
of endeavor in language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen in 
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view of Kanaegami with the parsing method taught by Budzinski in order to implement 
improved natural language processing by further analyzing the role of a word within an input 
text through the use of a parsing tree (Budzinski, Col 20, Lines 12-17), 

13. Claims 26 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen 
et al in view of Kanaegami et al, and further in view of Ho et al. 

With respect to Claim 26, Allen in view of Kanaegami teaches the text parsing and tag 
identification method that utilizes an object dictionary as applied to Claims 5 and 16. Allen in 
view of Kanaegami does not specifically teach dictionary processing at a server, however Ho 
teaches dictionary processing that takes place at a server (Col 9, Lines 24-31). 

Allen, Kanaegami, and Ho are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen in 
view of Kanaegami with the use of a server having a dictionary as taught by Ho in order to 
conserve/ memory at a client computer by utilizing client/server communications (Ho, Col 4, 
Lines 14-28). 

Claim 38 contains subject matter similar to Claim 26, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. Allen also teaches the use of HTML for displaying text (Col 30, Lines 44-53). 

14. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allen et al in 
view of Ho et al, and further in view of Goldberg et al. 
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With respect to Claim 42, Allen in view of Ho teaches the text parsing and tag 
identification method and system as applied to Claim 39. Allen in view of Ho does not 
specifically teach determining a user dependent context as a function of a current user of an 
application and enabling specific tags to be accessed by that user, however Goldberg discloses 
document tags that are only accessible based on a user role (Col 4, Line 56- Col 5, Line 38). 

Allen, Ho, and Goldberg are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in language processing utilizing text parsing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Allen in 
view of Ho with the user specific document tags as taught by Goldberg in order to implement a 
means for document retrieval that aligns more closely with the needs an strategies of an 
individual user (Goldberg, Col 2, Lines 31-43). 

15. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goldberg et al in 
view of Carter et al (U.S. Patent: 6,108,619). 

With respect to Claim 44, Goldberg discloses: 

A memory in which machine instructions and data are stored, said data including a 
plurality of tags and actions associated with the tags in regard to a template on which the 
document is based (processor and associated memory, Col 5, Lines 39-56; metadata, Col 6, 
Line 53- Col 7, Line 6); 

A processing device that is coupled in communication with the memory (Fig. 1, Element 
22), said processing device executing the machine instructions stored in the memory to carry out 
a plurality of functions, including: 



Application/Control Number: 10/020,343 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2655 

Enabling the tags and actions associated with the tags to be centrally maintained 
(maintaining tags and metadata at a central data repository, Col 4, Line 56- Col 5, Line 3; and 
Fig 1, Element 20)\ 

Enabling any of a plurality of remote computing devices to access and download the tags 
and actions associated with the tags for use in carrying out the action associated with any tag that 
corresponds to text entered in the document (Col 8, Line 22- Col 10, Line 55). 

Goldberg does not explicitly disclose a network interface connecting a plurality of remote 
computing devices over a network, however Carter discloses such an implementation (Col 2, 
Lines 49-61; Fig. 1). 

Goldberg and Carter are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in text searching systems utilizing metadata. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Goldberg with the 
client/server implementation as taught by Carter in order to provide the ability for multiple 
computer systems to share data (Carter, Col 2, Lines 49-61). 

16. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goldberg et al in 
view of Carter et al, and further in view of Fukao et al (U.S. Patent: 5,323,311). 

With respect to Claim 45, Goldberg in view of Carter teaches the metadata providing 
system as applied to Claim 44. Carter further teaches a token dictionary (Col 4, Lines 26-67). 
Goldberg in view of Carter does not specifically suggest the ability to download a dictionary at a 
client device, however Fukao teaches such an implementation (Col 9, Lines 45-51). 

Goldberg, Carter, and Fukao are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in text processing systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
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skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Goldberg in view of Carter 
with the dictionary transfer means as taught by Fukao in order to allow multiple user terminals to 
share dictionary data (Fukao, Col 9, Lines 45-51). 

Conclusion 

17. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Namba et al (U.S. Patent: 5,555,169)- teaches a means for performing an action 
associated with an input natural language text command. 
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Richardson et al (U.S. Patent: 6,278,996)- teaches a means for generating actions in 
response to a text message. 

Shanahan et al (U.S. Patent: 6,820,075)- teaches a means for performing an auto- 
completion operation that utilizes metadata. 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-5:00, F, 7:30-4, Off Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached at (571) 272-7843. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

James S. Wozniak 

2/7/2006 I/I ' ^ 
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